likelihood per se, it nonetheless leads one to ask how these simple models perform in both simulations and with real data sets, when the assumptions may not be met. Specifying the details of a probability model (the maximum likelihood approach) does appear to be an advantage when the model is correct, as shown by the high performance of maximum likelihood in relevant simulation studies (7). However, the experimental data indicate that maximum likelihood can also perform more poorly than other methods when its assumptions are violated (as with the restriction-site data of our experimental viral lines) (1, 8). Presumably, Edwards' response would be that we need a better model of restriction-site change. Although we certainly encourage the development of better (more realistic) evolutionary models, maximum likelihood approaches are already computationally limiting, and no maximum likelihood models have been developed for many kinds of data. Given the limitations of our knowledge about how sequences and other characters evolve, and given the computational limitations of maximum likelihood, we see an obvious role for simulations and experimental studies to evaluate the performance of competing methods under a wide variety of conditions. In other words, we accept Edwards' criticism: We are interested in knowing which methods are likely to be correct under a wide variety of conditions and are not limited to asking which methods give credible answers if the specified model is true. Given that specified models are probably never correct in all their details, we see this as a necessary means of assessing the accuracy of phylogenetic methods as they are applied to real world problems.
1695 B.C., the largest sulfate peak in almost four millennia. Similarly, calibration gives a calendar age range of 5713 to 5630 B.C. for Mazama; the eruption occurred more than 700 years before the date given in (1) . This age range includes the 654-ppb SO42-peak at 5676 B.C., one of the largest peaks in the record.
Thus, using calibrated ages, the prominent sulfate peaks at 1696 B.C. and 5676 B.C. can now be associated with known, large eruptions. Detailed examination of our Table 1 and other large peaks in the sulfate record (1 ) suggests that the use of these standard calibration procedures significantly improves the overall match.
Notwithstanding the above, we believe that associations between radiocarbon dated volcanic events 
